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~ CERTIFIED MAIL 

Return Receipt Requested 

JAN 27 19 

Mr. J. C. Patterson 
Section Manager 
Environmental Pollution Control 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation 
Department 191C, Bu1lding 102, l-3 
Box 516 . 
St. Louis. Missouri 63166 

Dear Mr. Patterson: 

The u.s. Environmental Protection Agency (EP4) ~egion VII office is in 
the process of conducting a technical evaluati n of your Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permit ap. 11cat1on. We intend 
to complete a draft of the RCRA permit for your faci11ty in the near 
future. If you or a representative from your facility would be 
interested in discussing this draft document in our office, such 
arrangements can be made. If you do not wish to conduct such a 
conference, we will mail a draft copy of the permit to you as we 
initiate the ~ublic comment period. This will provide a minimum of 

,...._...__..1........._ __ 45 days for you to c011111ent on the draft permit. If you are 1nterested 
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in conference prior to the public comment period. please contact 
Ste~hen Busch of my staff at (816) 374-6531. 

As mentioned in our July 25, 1983, letter to you, we do consider the 
cOonnell Douglas Corporation {MDC) Tract I permit applicat1on to be 

co lete. Additional information to clarify, modify or supplement 
pr viously submitted information is necessary, however. Please respond 
to the follo ing qu stions and/or comments within thirty {30) days of 
receiRt of this letter. 

On July 6, 19 3, an EPA contractor conducted an unannounced inspection 
of MDC Tract I, RCR regulated facilities. While RCRA compliance has 
been addr ss d previously with another Branch within the regional 
office, several per it related issues were also raised as a result of 
thts inspection. T e following questions and/or comments need to be 
addressed prior to the issuance of a RCRA permit. 

1. Are all containers properly identified when placed in RCRA storage 
areas? In the waste analsis plan, a good deal of emphasis is placed on 
waste identification from the source of the waste. If containers are 
not uniquely identitied, how 1s proper treatment insured after storage 
with a larg number f other drums. 
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2. We would c;ugg st that the inspe-ction schedule- for your RCR facilities 
he incorpor~tPd in o thP inspPction log. Thus, a record of all items 
inspPcted would hP m~inta1nP<1. 

3. Oo the e rgency coordinators have form 1 authority to commit resources 
nPcossary o carry out the contingency plan? 

4. In thP inspection report. it was specifi d thPre wa evidencP that the 
Storage Area ? containment had hPen br ached. Accorrlin to your permit 
application thP curh area anc1 ump are designed to contain 174 gallons. Is 
this volum£' correct? What was th sourcP of thP material that overflowPrl? 
How often i the containment arPa inspected? 

5. Do "poly tanks" h ve a cover? If not~ what freehoard is maintained in 
these tank ? hy was thP ruptured piping incident not recorrlPd in the 
inspection log? Ple s dec;crihe the ruptured piping incic1ent. 

6. Are all necessary warn1ng signs posted? ArP th required igns posted 
in tank stora e are~ ? 

7. Tn your ,January 17. 19 3, rPsponse to our requ st for enginPPring 
certific~tion of design adequacy of RCRA r gulaterl facilities, your 
rPferencerl P1is ouri D par men of Natural Resources ForM SCI (sic). 
That form cPrtifiP the application has hPPn pr~par~rl to comply with 

issouri rulPS and rPgulations. This w111 not suffice a an engin~ering 
certification of tf.'!chnical i!dequ cy of RCRA regtJlatPrf fac1liti s for 
FPA RUrpos~s. Pleas~ submit an arl qu te ngineering certific~ ion. 

In arlrtition to th~> previous comment~. WP haw~ so~TJP ar1d1tiona1 concerns 
which are no subject to EPA regulations ~t thi~ time. In he proce s of 
coordinating p~>rmit activiti~s with the issouri Department of atural 
R~>sourc s {M NR) inform tion regarding undergrnunrl stor ge tanks has heen 
m~r!e av~ilahle to us. Whil~ th~se tanks iirP PXPmpt from EPA regulation 
under 40 CFR ?~4.lqO{b), thPy arP r qul~tPrl hyMn R. The following comments 
have he9n brought to our attention hy MDNR. · 

1. The rPvisions submitter! with yo r lPtter to Mr. L. Harrington of 
SeptPmber 1~ 19A • indicatP that somP changP havP heen implementer! 
in your tank torage capability. Particularly a 3,000 gallon carhon 
steel t~nk has been rPpl cerl hy a ,380 g~llon fib~rglass tank, an 
arfditional ?,000 gallon carhon s eel tank has bePn activated, and a 
4.3RO qallon fiher lass tank has b en placer! into servic • 

a. PA t~nrl ~0 I? hav~> recPived information on Vi'\rinus tanks, the ovPrfill 
control. nd l~ak rl~tection systems; hOIPver. thP inform tinn on the ag 
of th~ v rious tank~ is not complPtP. PlPas~ proviQP thP following 
inforrn~tion in ~ tabular form: tank i~ ntifica ion, capacity. contents, 
material of con truction. ov rfill control, leak detPction systPm, anrl 
datP (month and .YPar) that tank \~as placerl into ervico. This information 
would be useful a a summary of thP text founrl in sections C ~nrl n. 
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b. In your letter of October 12, 1983, to Mr. D. Wagoner in response to 
11 EPA Statement ~,' it is indicated that the hydrocarbon detection system 
is checked for functional operation every thirteen weeks. This information 
should be incorporated into the inspection procedures contained on revision 
pages F-6, 2 of 4, and 3 of 4. 

c. Partial closure of the facility is discussed on page I-2 of the 
application. Is there any planned removal of the existing underground 
tanks and replacement with fiberglass tanks. If not, what criteria 
determines when these tanks are replaced? 

d. The revised closure cost estimates contained on revision page I-8 
still indicate five underground tanks, please revise this to show the 
additional two tanks, also revise the cost estimate if necessary. The 
maximum inventory indicated on revised page I-3 appears to be in error; 
the titanium etch storage tank volum of 37,620 appears excessive for six 
tanks at 7~0 gallons each which would result in 4,500 gallons. Likewise, 
is the maximum inventory of 100 pounds of storage in the explosive storage 
facility of building 10 accurate? 

If you have any questions or comments with respect to this letter, 
please do not hesitate to contact Stephen Busch of my staff at 
(816) 374-6531. Again, your response to these questions and/or comments 
should be submitted to this office within 30 days after receipt of this 
letter. We request you copy Joe Jansen of MDNR with your response to 
this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 

David A. Wagoner 
Director, Air and Waste Management Division 

cc: Joe Jansen, MDNR 

bee: Bob Stewart, PMTS 
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EnvironmP.ntal Pollution Control 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation 
DepartmP.nt 191C, Building 102, L-3 
Box 516 
St. Louis, Missouri 63166 

Dear Mr. Patterson: 

The u.s. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region VII office is in 
the process of conducting a technical evaluation of your Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permit application. We intend 
to complete a draft of the RCRA permit for your facility in the near 
future. If you or a representative from your facility would be 
interested in discussing this draft document in our office, such 
arrangements can be made. If you do not wish to conduct such a 
conference, we will mail a draft copy of the permit to you as we 
initiate the public comment period. This will provide a minimum of 
45 days for you to comment on the draft permit. If you are interestP.d 
in a conference prior to the public comment period, please contact 
Stephen Busch of my staff at (Rl6) 374-6531. 

As mentioned in our July 25, 1983, letter to you, we do consider the 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation (MDC) Tract I permit application to be 
complete. Additional information to clarify, modify or supplement 
previously submitted information is necessary, how~ver. Please respond 
to the following questions and/or comments within thirty (30) days of 
receipt of this letter. I 

On July 6, 1983, an EPA contractor conducted an un~nnounced inspection 
of MDC Tract I, RCRA regulated facilities. While RCRA compliance has 
been addressed previously with another Branch within the regional 
office, several permit related issues were also raised as a result of 
this inspection. The following questions and/or comments need to be 
addressed prior to the issuance of a RCRA permit. 

1. Are all containers properly identified when placed in RCRA storage 
areas? In the waste analsis plan, a good deal of emphasis is placed on 
waste identification from the source of the waste.! If containers are 
not uniquely identified, how is proper treatment irsured after storage 
with a large number of other drums. 
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2. We would suggest that the inspection schedule for your RCRA facilities 
be incorporated into the inspection log. Thus, a record of all items 
inspected would he maintained. 

3. Do the emergency coordinators have formal authority to commit resources 
necessary to carry out the contingency plan? 

4. In the inspection report, it was specified there was evidence that the 
Storage Area 2 containment had been breached. According to your permit 
application the curb area and sump are designed to contain 174 gallons. Is 
this volume correct? What was the source of the material that overflowed? 
How often is the containment area inspected? 

5. Do "poly tanks" have a cover? If not, what freeboard is maintained in 
these tanks? Why was the ruptured piping incident not recorded in the 
inspection log? Please describe the ruptured piping incident. 

6. Are all necessary warning signs posted? Are the required signs posted 
in tank storage areas? 

7. ~n your January 17, 1983, response to our request for engineering 
certification of design adequacy of RCRA regulated facilities, you 
referenced Missouri Department of Natural Resources Form SCI (sic}. 
That form certifies the application has been prepared to comply with 
Missouri rules and regulations. This will not suffice as an engineering 
certification of technical adequacy of RCRA regulated facilities for 
EPA purposes. Please submit an adequate engineering certification. 

In addition to the previous comments, we have some additional concerns 
which are not subject to EPA regulations at this time. In the process of 
coordinating permit activities with the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources (MDNR}, information regarding underground storage tanks has been 
made available to us. While these tanks are exempt from EPA regulation 
under 40 CFR 264.190(b}, they are regulated by MDNR. The following comments 
have been brought to our attention by MDNR. 

1. The revisions submitted with your letter to Mr. L. Harrington of 
Sept~mber 12, 1983, indicate that some changes have been implemented 
in yaur tank storage capability. Particularly a 3,000 gallon carbon 
steei tank has been replaced by a 3,380 gallon fiberglass tank, an 

. additional 2,000 gallon carbon steel tank has been ~ctivated, and a 
4,380 gallon fiberglass tank has been placed into service. 

a. EPA and MDNR have received information on various tanks, the overfill 
control, and leak detection systems; however, the information on the age 
of the various tanks is not complete. Please provide the following 
information in a tabular form; tank identification, capacity, contents, 
material of construction, overfill control, leak detection system, and 
date (month and year) that tank was placed into service. This information 
would be useful as a summary of the text found in sections C and D. 
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b. In your letter of October 12, 1983, to Mr. D. Wagoner in response to 
11 EPA Statement 5, 11 it is indicated that the hydrocarbon detection system 
is checked for functional operation every thirteen weeks. This information 
should be incorporated into the inspection procedures contained on revision 
pages F-6, 2 of 4, and 3 of 4. 

c. Partial closure of the facility is discussed on page I-2 of the 
application. Is there any planned removal of the existing underground 
tanks and replacement with fiberglass tanks. If not, what criteria 
determines when these tanks are replaced? 

d. The revised closure cost estimates contained on rev1s1on page I-8 
still indicate five underground tanks, please revise this to show the 
additional two tanks, also revise the cost estimate if necessary. The 
maximum inventory indicated on revised page I-3 appears to be in error; 
the titanium etch storage tank volume of 37,620 appears excessive for six 
tanks at 750 gallons each which would result in 4,500 gallons. Likewise, 
is the maximum inventory of 100 pounds of storage in the explosive storage 
facility of building 10 accurate? 

I 

If you have any questions or comments with respect to this letter, 
please do not hesitate to contact Stephen Busch of my staff at 
(816) 374-6531. Again, your response to these questions and/or comments 
should be submitted to this office within 30 days after receipt of this 
letter. - We request you copy Joe Jansen of MDNR with your response to 
this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 

LtuLL~a~~~ ~ w0s 
O~avid A. Wagoner 

1)- Director, Air and Waste Management Division 

cc: Joe Jansen, MDNR 


